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OnMay 9, our colleague Misael Storperalong with AndrefRodriguezPoseof the London

School of Economiggublished amcademiarticleabout housing policin the journallrban
Studies The articleistitted Housi ng, urban growth and inequal
and upzoningn reducing economic and spatial inequalityt argues, among other thingsat
mainstreanacademiavisdomabout housings incorrect, and thdiuilding new marketrate

housing will not help affordability in expensive regipaad may well harm.it

Academicessaydend to come andaogwith little impact on the wdd at large. This article,

however, haslreadye nt er ed Cal i delmte with aoms forbeoTinesw&liogn

urbanist Richard Florida devoted a prominamteffusiveessay tat in on Citylab, and Storper
discussedhe articleextensively inthePlanning ReportStorper haslsoused the article as a

basis for his opposition to SB50, theposed legislation that woulghzone large swathes of
Californiato allow more developmerilecta officials from affluent cities angrominentantt
housingactivists have brandishéle article as proof of their positi@T.heir message is that two
eminentacademics have debunked the idea that more housing can ameliorate the housing crisis.

But the article shows nothing of the s@torper and RodrigueRose(henceforth &R) are
indeedesteemed geographevgh international reputation8ut this article badly misses the
mark.It ignores much of the research on thpic, misstates or misundéads the re=arch it
does citepresents misleading and oversimplified analyaesladvances aargument thais
internaly inconsisteh

In this response we highlight the errors of logic dathin the SR article, and provide some
contextabatCal i f ornia’s housing crisis. I f there i ¢
like SB-50, tre SR article does not provide it. California has a housing shortage, which imposes
considerable pain on its many renters and burdens wmaultbmebuyers. Thatate desperately

needs more housing, and especially more housing where housing prices are currently highest.

! Throughout we refer to the pdf of this paper that is posted hipef/econ.geo.uu.nl/peeg/peeq1914.pdf

2See for example Richard Wayaoutofldequali yCilljialh.i es Can’t Bt
https://www.citylab.com/equity/2019/05/houstegpplyhomepriceseconomiecinequality

cities/588997/Also see, varioushhttps://twitter.com/JohnMirisch/status/1126559795463372800
https://48hills.org/2019/05/nestudy-challeng@swienersapproackto-housing/
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What is the S-R Argument?

SR are critiqguingvhatthey call* housi ng as oppor twhrchintgeir viewc h o o |

is dominates the ademic discourse about housing policy, and is focused relentlessly on

deregulation. Beyond that broad thesis, howev#®,’'Ss pr eci se points can be
Ther article is long,denselywritten, and frequently switches from topic to topid. different

points SR suggest that they are scrutinizing the idea that buildiogg housing will grow the

national economythat it will make housing less expensiteat it will reducewage and income

inequality between people, that it widduce inquality between placeandthat it will help

declining regions

We will set asidenany of these questionsneetheyhave little bearingo€ a | i f bousing a’ s
debatewhich is primariy aboutwhether new development will hedffordability. For the

record, we agree with-8 that building market rate housing will not by itself eradicate

inequality, or revive declining regions. We also agree that building market rate housing will not,
by itself, get everyone in expensive regions properly shelteredasHat we can tebveryone
agrees with thatMany people (us included) think that more housimgxpensive places
necessaryor fighting inequalityand increasing affordabilifyout no one we are aware of thinks

it is sufficient i.e., thatall we need to do is build more housing.

How do we know this? Huge portions -Bf the “ ma
critiques for a singleninded focus on zoning, are devoted to the role of subsidy programs in

making housing more affordabi@.he Moving to Opportunity demonstration program is

arguably the most studied social program of the last 30 yaaetjng a vast literature on the role

of housing vouchers n maki ng housing more aff obasddywdr|l e and
the three of usvrote a letter, signed ultimately by 22ademicsin support of a zoning

deregulation bill for California. That lettexpressly saithat more market rate housing was

necessary bunsufficient, and that the state alseeded more housing subsidies and tenant

protections. Many planners, sociologists and economists who favor more building

simultaneously study, and call for, man@ney for housingubsidy programs. To give just one

example EdwardGlaeser andosephsyoutko devote entire sections of their book on housing

policy to expanding the voucher systé@laeser and Gyuorko 2008)

We emphasizehis focus on other aspects of housing polpnyint not only to clarify our own
position, but to higlight two problems tht recur throughous-R’ s aaténdencl te confuse
necessary with sufficient, ardtendency to redueet h e r  positoipsto gransmen.

3 Sociologist Matthew Desmond, in his acclaimed bBolcted,goes so far as to suggest that housing

studies ar@verlyoriented around low n c o me s u b s i dAcemling toAGoogle 8chadag these:

are morethan4,80 schol arly articles and books in which th
the text. This neighborhoaélocation initiative designed to move familiast of disadvantaged

neighborhoods was a bold and important programhich served roughly 4,60@buseholds. In other

words, by now every family who benefited from Moving to Opportunity could have their own study in

which their pr ogDesmondpwpa484). menti oned. "’



Our focus in this response willlom SR’ s ¢ o sabautzoning amd housing affordability.
To advance their position that upzoning will not help affordabi8&R make two related
argumers. The first is meant to cast doubt on the idea that regulatigostantially influence
housingprices in expensive places. The sec@mmewhat paradoxidg concedes that allowing
more marketate development would reduce prices, but dordy for the rich.

We consider each of these arguments in turn.

Part 1: Zoning’s Limited Impact on Prices?

The argument that regulation drives up housing prices goesest hi ng | i ke t his. W
economy grows, more people want to live there, to adtsgeds and amenities and other
opportunities. I f this new demand for housing
population and housing stock will grow,cahouse prices will only appreciate modestly. Because
house prices won’t rise too much, people of m

and people who grow up there will be able to ssay the socioeconomic composition of its
populatonwe° t change too much.

If the demand isiot met withnew supply, however, then the population will grow more slowly.
What will grow instead is the price of housing, because now every available unit has more
people bidding for it. Rents and values will rise, and the relatively few people able to buy in will
be rich. Over timethe socioeconomic composition of the region witlange and become higher
income. A supphcondrained region essentially makes a trade: it acdeptspeople in

exchange for higher propenralues.

The big question isshynew demand wuld not be met with new supply a wellfunctioning

market, profithungry developef<uild housing when people want it, and build it miast

locationswhere people want it modi.e, where prices are highesty n t he country’s e
regions, howeer, that plainly does not occur. In part this is becaeselopment is just harder

in some places than othefsy reasons likeopography. But motherbig reasons regulation.

Incumbent residents oftethon” t want t heir neirgsistiproppdalstods t o
allow more housing, ansince they vote (while potential-migrants do not) they are atite

secure regulations thegstrict new development. Often (not always) this opposition is rational

and sincere-people think their neighborhoasl special, and worry about changes tdiit

when every neighborhoaatts topreserve itself, soon the city is mired in regulation, and rents

4 SR seem to misunderstand the role of developers in this research. Atonte pointy st at e t hat *
mainstream academic literature may also have beeomiigingly or unwittingly — a stalking horse for

developers whose primary interest is not in reducing sogoa t i a | i nequalities or sy
Set aside for the momenteth f al se reduction of “the academic | it
its own terms, this statemdnetrays a profound misunderstanding of economic lofithen market actors

deliver social benefits, it is not because those actors are sociadlgi@os, but because the market has

sufficiently aligned private and social goals. The idea that upzoning can reduce prices does not depend on
developers being altruists. It depemaity on themwantingprofits.



and prices riselVere regulations relaxed, these places would have more housing, and prices
increases would fitsslow and eventually fall.

That, essentially, is theonventional wisdonthat SR find implausible.

An acknowledged weakness in this field of research is that regulatory stringency is hard to
measurgand SR focus on this weaknes®lanners and econostsattempt to trackegulation

in numerous waysThey survey local zoning codes, ask local planners how long it takes
buildings to be approved, measure how often development proposals are litigzdedre the
difference between the average and margiahle of landpr measurdow often developers
need to ask for variances or other special approvals, to name aMibwf these approaches
when used in controlled statistical modgsint to regulation playing a role in suppressing
housing production and increasing housing pr{gdisouy and Ehrlich2011;Glaeser, Gyourko,
and Saks 2005; Glaeser and Ward 20@igyer and Vermeulen 201&ahn el al 2011Zabeland
Dalton,2011;Kok et al 2014 Jackson 2016

None of these measuregjain,are perfecgtand it is fair to criticize them. Y&R ignore most of

them, and criticize others in ways that are inaccurbte instance, thegaythat researchers who

use the Wharton Regulwhehaggrggatihgtaltteemetwpplitan scaleve i g h t
butone need only look dhe mosinfluential paper using thatdex,(Saiz 2010)to seehathe

weights the index in precisely the wayR3ays researchers do not.

Having critiqued existing measures of regulatiofk Bienpresent theiown metic of regulatory
stringency the percentchangem developed land area in a regitmtheir Figure 6 (below) &

plot the change in developed lardea gainst the change in house priéess42 metropolitan
areasand find no relationship between them, which leads them to conclude that house prices
have little relationship to regulatieror, as they put it, to show that the predictions of the
“houas ngpportunity” School are not evident

5See Gyourko, Saiz, and Summers (200851k et al (2014)Levine 1999 Einstein et al 2017;
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/blog/larskin-california

5We do not know why they only used 42 metro areas. The UBumakeds of metro aregs2 metros have over a
million people, and another 19 have between 800,000 and a million.



https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/blog/land-use-in-california

Figure 6. House price growth vs. increase in developed land area, %, 1990-2010.

House price growth vs. Increase in developed land area, %, 1990-2010
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Source: Reproduced from Storper &aldriguezPose

There are two problems here. FisghenS-R criticize otheischolardor how they measure

stringency they dosoby arguing that their methods ansufficiently complex, and unable to

truly identify the role of regulatio(e.g., page 25 of-R). But SR do notgo on topresent, as

one might expect,raactwal empirical model of their owrwhich captures more variables and

accountdor more factorsinstead they offethe scatterplot abov&econdwhatS-R have

decide to putin the scatterplot is simply bizarre. Rile existing measures oégulatory

stringency areertainlyimperfectSR* s metri ¢ of change in devel op
ungquestionablyvorsethan all of them

SR justify their developed landhetricby saying that it placecan add a lot ofiewly-developed
land, it is probablyexpanding on its urban fringe, aisdhusrelatively unregulatedrhis

reasonings inadequateA lot of expansion on the urban fringe suggests thairtben fringeis
relatively unregulatedyut thattells you nothing abouheregulations in the urbasrea overall

What if heightregulatiors in the centralparts of a region arieling development on the frinGé

In that case, newly developed land area is a symptom, not a refutation, of stringent regulation.

" As they are canonically theorized to, dar more se®rueckner and Sridhar, 2012



The SR metric cannot discern between an overall regime of light requlatidrots of
developmentand a regime of heavy regulai thatlimits development whilgushng it
outward.

The difficulty of interpreting the & metric when it is large, however, pales next to the problems
that arise when it 1s small. Suppose cauldr egi on
bea sign of strict zoning. It could also teatthep | ace t hat just doesn’t h
And it could be a signf stagnation- a placewith little demand for new housing.

Detroit didn’t add much newhatromblyaggandf | and fr
stagnation San Franciscalsod i d n’ t .&adwshonoidivee interpret that? San Francisco

strictly zoned, but it is also bounded by mountains and ec#agrejusti s n’ t much undev
landto buildonSSR met r i ¢ caterbétweendhode faetatdewnsippose San

Francisco relagsits zoning and covsiits central area in residential tower$is would be a

complete regulatory abotfce,but it would not have added any developed l&odS-R ™ s

metric would miss it entaly. One of the biggest problems rafstrictivezoning is that it makes

infill difficult. ButinSR’ s metric, 1®%diwd proesablty exhasul.dn’
to examine San Francisco. Or, f utthéesbtwed matt er
cities in thesame ctegory.

Yet that’' s qRdié loooksatEiguye 3voma & & B’ s(belova).phefigure is

hard to read, but we haeecledthe metras they show aalling into their category oddding

little developed lané. Thegroupincludes some of the most and least expensive places in the
United States: New York, San Francisco and Boston, but also Cleveland, Milwaukee, Hartford
and DetroitWe thereforehavesomeeconomically dynamiplaces hat don’t have a
undeveloped land, anthat grow slowly because they letf people inWe have combined these
places witheconomically stagnating places thatrdidt g r o few peeptesmantd i@—

indeed, in some of these places lots of peopleYeftican builda metricthat putsDetroit, San
Francisco and Boston in the same catedory,t y ou t han’ tc habaygégulaed “
cities.” Yo'uplhao e sserydiffecgatiefisons have nadded much developed
landarea Ther e’ s n o theseaveuldiberay relationship between this category and
housing prices, so no one should be surprisedt#fat Sl on’ t f i nd one.

8 As an aside, R build a fair amount of discussion arml this figure, but we find it impenetrable. It
simultaneously plots the change in house prices, the change in developed land area, and the level of
immigration across US metro areas. It is unclear wviRy@hose théevel of immigration when they

measure th&rendin the other two variables-B are trying to make an argument about housing price
changes anoh-migration but many of the immigrants in any given area will have lived there for a long
time, so immigration levs are largely meaningless for thefgament.The presence of an immigrant

who arrived in 1990 tells us little about the impact of zoning stringency in 2010. It is also unclear why S
R use immigration rather than-migration. Zoning is not border enfement, after all. To the extent it

keeps people from moving to a region, it will do by discriminating on income, not place of birth. Lastly,
despite the graph’ s —ostktensi bhe poupodtsg, sSadradsovsaf
of the literature SR critique—seems t@ppeamnaowhere on it.



Figure 3. Urban land area development, house prices and in-migration in the largest

metropolitan areas in the US (1990-2017).
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Source: Reproduced from Storper &aldriguezPose

S&R" s next piece of evidence ttisagraplshown n g
below), which demonstratethat high incomelaces are still growing in absolute tetriibey
accompany this graph with citation suggestimaf the people moving in are disproportionately
rich.



Figure 7. Population growth in European regions by income levels, 2001-2014.
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't 1 sn’t cl| e agraphselvest R graimaking aneargunterii@it housing prices,

but they haveoredcities by incomé.The correlation between incomes and prices is reasonably
strong, buthis is nevertheless a curious empiriciabice, especially in a paper laced with
criticisms of other scholaror beingslipshod andackingin rigor. Even setting ik empirical
decisionaside however the pointthe graph makes hardly revelatory. Should wee surprised

that relatively few pople wanto move to lower income places?

As best we can tel§-R consider this graph importabécause itefutes thedeathat stringent
zoning prevents cities from growirag all. And it does. @ice againhoweverS-R have
demolishedan argument none actually make®kemember, Wwen housing scholars say that
zoning drives up the price of living in some cities, they are not sayingdhatewill move to

those cities. The argument instead is that the desire to live in these places will manifeést more
the growth of home prices and less in population growth.elplexes will add wealth for

existing people rather than new peopfdt follows, as a result, that the people who do move in
will be richer,thatthey will bid up the price of housing and neaik harder fopoorer peoplé¢o

9 SR are quite cavalier about switching back and forth between the US and Europe. Cities in both places
are important and informative, but for stammal yti cal
sample, or at least give a reason for bouncing from one sample to another.

10 Gyourko et al, 2013



hold on and that as a restulte average income in these places will rise faster than it will in other
areas.

SR turn this logioon its headBuoyedby the demolition of thir straw man, they portray the

graphas showindghatthe problem is naibo little housing, but a large influx of rich peoplRich

people want expensive housimgother wordsso housing becomes expensiVee housing

crisis, asthey statei s e‘ledsuo overegulation of housing markets thantbhe underlying

wage and income inequalities, and a sharp increase in the value of central locations within metro
areas, as employment and amenities concentrate in thes€ plagess g e 3 .

This makes little sensé/age and income inequalibavebeen growingand expensive places

hawe seen an influx of richer peopBut why $ould we think that rich imigrants cause

expensivenousing rather tharthe other way around®ne might argue thaich people like
fancier,expensive thingétrue!), butif upscaledconsumptiorwered r i vi ng Cal i forni a
homeprices we should look around and everywheseerich peoplebuilding expensive new

homes for themselve®f course we do see some of that, in the form of cuftoithresidences

and expensive remodels. Buth at * s n dMuch indresconnmors the.phenomenon of

people paying over a million dollars fplain vanilla single family homes that once sold for a

few hundred thousanth general, ich people ar@ot making their housing extravagant. They

arepaying extravagant prices for honthaat used to be much cheapg@ut another way:

Cal i f or nicasisisnottre equivaleryg of rich people driving up the average price of

cars by buyingonlyBerdy s. |t ' s t he equi valheaveagepriceafi ch p e«
cars by purchasgqToyota Corollastthree times their sticker price.

Anyonearguing that thenere presence of rich people makesisirg more expensivanoreover,

needs to explain whihis effect only seems to hold for housing. Rich peoplelalso

refrigeratorsand groceries anlevisions but thesare not noticeablynore expensive in Los

Angeles or San Francisco thiarthe rest of the countr{Dne might countethat these goodser

easi er than housing to produisarpoimBiltisthda hat ' s not
difficulty of producinghousing not the incomes of the people buyinghiat makes housingp
expensiveOnce weagree about that pointje can askvhyhousing is so hard to produdend

again, there are multiple answerst regulation ignostcertaiy one of them.

Plenty of researchaclks this point up(Glaeser and Ward 2008; Hilber and Vermeulen 2018;
Kahn et al 2011; Kok et al 2014; Pendall 2008z008) b u justrhaketitintsitive.
Considerthe picturebelow, of Wilshire Boulevard inNestLos Angeles. Wilshire is lined by a
series of higfrise residential towers, which are almost always/foticupied Less than a block
away, however, the neighborhomtothing butetached single family homes. One can love or
hate the towers, but clearly the market in this area would sujaponore housinghan it

actually has. I 20or 30story building can berpfitable two parcels awayhen amplelemand
exists for somethingiore than a single family hom#/hat prevents thatxtrahousing from

being built and that demand from being mistzoning. Wilshire Boulevard is zoné&at
multifamily housing andits suroundings are nowVilshire is a particularly vivid example af



phenomenotthat plays outegularly butin less obviouswaya cr oss Cal i forni a’ s
regions.These faceshavehigh demandbut alsorulesthatconstrain supply?
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Source: Googl#Maps

Part 11: Upzoning Only Helps the Rich?

Having argued that weaker regulation will not reduce pricés n®wbacktrack slightly, anday
thatwhile upzoningcouldreduce prices, it would do smly for the most affluent housing

consuners.“Blanketu p z oni ng ... “Will prifcipajly umlerash market forces thserve
high income earners, [and is] likely to reinforce the effects of income inequality rather than
tempering them .. There is vVvirtuawadulgtricRl® evi den

down tothelowertwd hi r ds of (p.B®.usehol ds”

1t may be tempting to disparage the towers as “I

uxury
million. But remember that the single family homes behind them often cost $3 million



This contentior~t hat new hous i fAingomepeople-iscommdnpnddnsome r

levels undestandable. New developmietends to be expensiyand the idea that it can increase
affordabilityiscount eri ntuitive. But it’s important to
alwaysbeenrelatively expensiveMost people in most places canadfiord a brand new housing

unit. The hallmark of a housing crisis is not that new housing is expensive, boitidrat

housing, which used to be cheagpidly increases in prickos Angelesloes not have laousing
crisisbecause new apartments go forrdb@,000 a monthit has a housing crisis because

apartmentsuilt in the 1980swhich used to rent for $1,0000w rentfor over$2,000

So while itis plainly true that a lovincome person will not mavinto a new higfend apartment,
it may be true thaarich person who moves into a new highd apartmenwill not, as a
consequence, bid up the price of an existing leng@at apartmenfThe value of new housing is
not that it houses the poor, but thatmediatelyrelieves pressure on the older unitsene the
poor tend to liveandthen over timéecomes old housintself, and thusess expensive

The relevant questiothen,is how new housing interacts with older housidges it relieve

pressure on the existing stoc®R assert that tloes notThey suggest thdtecauséousing

mar kets ar,e Whbagmeatceds at t hneimpaotpntlebatorof t he
end.

To be clear, housing marketse segmented. Mansions are built for rich people, and so are

luxury condos. Bulit is a strong statement to suggest, 48 o, that the segments are virtually
impenetrable to each othémd S-R present almost no data, or even logic, to backstaiement

up. This short section of their article sneposed rastly of sweeping ass@hs. They cite two

sources. First is a wetlone academic paper that simusatee effect of adding new housing in

Greater LondorfFingleton et a 209%. SR suggest that this simulation shows that new housing
doesn’t | ower pri cfessgt baitbitthemdrien dn inagmrsc ead et h anr
simulatons—cof a 15 percent increase in London’s hol
in the London Greenbeltdo in fact make London more affordable: a conservative estimate of
the latter istat prices would be 55,000 pounds lower than otheréisev en London’
market, that is not huge. But it is a decliAed this paper is, again, a simulation rather than a
test of empirical dat&.

S e X

For their second sourcg;R briefly mentiona Washington Posrticle, where a reporter
analyzedzZillow’ s-Tie8 housingdataand concluded that new constructiarsome citiesvas
reducingrentsonly for themost expensive housingconomist Joe Cortright has thoroughly

12 SR identify this paper as Szumilo (2017).

13 Some further detais in order.The paper addresses an important question: is the demand for housing so high in

some cities that new units only trigger moreniigration? The simulations suggest that in London, building more

housing would lower prices, but that so much pgntlemandxiststo live in Londonthatpriceswould quickly be

bid backup al beit not all the way to what.Thidfiadngiwanul d have L
important caution that some new units may not alleviate pressure on existindunitdoes nbsay that new

development is entirely futilés the paper says in describing its simulation of a 15 percent supply increase,

supply* does make housing more affordabl e, but not by a | ai
betweern_ondon and the rest of England



debunked this article, so wéll only summarize its problems het&The largestroubleis that

Zi | | etiardatainludes no apartmentseaningthe reporter analyzed rents without any
actual data on the units most likely to be renféte reporter compounded this error by
misinterpreting the limited data he had: as Cortright shows, @mgsato be falling forall

tiers ofhousingin places that buildReporters work on tight deadlines asftenhave little
guantitative training. Theare bound to make mistakes when they do data analytics. Academics
like SR, however, have few excuses for not knowing the pedigree of the data they cite.

Is there evidence to contradictRSabout development and affordabilitf?h er e i s, but vyo
find it in their article The theoretical and empirical literature on filterii@gg.Bond and

Coulson, 1989; Arnott and Braid, 1997; Rosenthal, 20dicher et al 2016—the process by

which today’ s expensi ve hdusng-dsmever mentomaButr ow’ s af
filtering is real phenomenoiVeicheret al (2016) identified 6.6 million very low income

households in 2013 that obtained unsubsidized bugétitdable housing on the rental market.

Forty-five percent of the housingiis these households found had filtered: in 1985, they had

either been owneoccupied or had been in a higher rent category.

SR also do not cite literature suggesting that new development alleviates pressure on existing

stock. he Californi a [Ofigi(Uhlera0lbwseg datanfranhKgrentChapple

and Miriam ZukatUC Ber kel ey’ s Ur b a, shovedtatméighlmodondsnhat Pr o)
build new housing have less displacement than neighborhoods that do ndsBudid. not cite

thisreport. Nordo they citethe workof Evan Mastandhis coauthorg2019) which suggests

that new luxury housing in gentrifying areas does not result in displacement.

Mastby himself(Mast, 2019hasalsodoneresearch that carefully tracks the inhabitants of new
high-end apartment units. He finds that while housing markets are segmented, the segments are
usually quite permeahlenanypeople who move into higend units used to live in existing
lower-priced unis in the same regioAs hi s a b SBtildirgdd0 nestluauty eirsts
leads 65 and 34 people to move out of betoadian and bottorguintile income
neighborhoods, respectively, reducing demand and loosening the housing market in stich areas.

ConceptuallyMa st ° s f i n d ihimkgabautsvhas iemeans tb argue thaThousing

markets are so segmented that the activity of affluent consumens impacton lower-income
consumers. At its extreme, this contention implies that gentrificagiatt but impossible.
Gentrification, after all, requires thaéwhousing first become old enough that its price falls and
lower-income people move into it, and then requires affluent peopéturn and bid its price

back upIn both caseshe action®f the affluent are influencing the price for the raffluent.

Both of those conditions violate the assumption of high segmentation. Since gentrification does
in fact exist, the housing market segments must be fairly permeable.

Finally, suppose you beliewone of te evidencewe offer, and all the evidenceRSoffer. You
would then believe thatpzoning onlyhelpshigherincome consumerg8utth at " s di f f er e n |

14 Seehttp://cityobservatory.org/wapo _rents_analysis/
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saying itharmsanyoneelse.And SR offer no evidence that it will harm anyone €380 why
object? One could only reasonably object if people were saying that cities showlthishgbut
increase their stocks of market rate housing. And now we are visiting our straw man again.
Because no one says that.

Aside: What about the Freemark Study?

In several places in their article;FBrder to a study by Yonah Freemapublished irfUrban

Affairs Reviewyhich examined a spatpzoning program in Chicago. Freeméokind thatfive

years into the program, the upzormdcels had higher prices, but were not more likely than

other parcelsat have been redeveloped intausog. SR use this study to buéss the claim that
deregulatiord o e snake housing less expensive, and Storper has cited it in arguing against the

“bl anket upz ohTheFgeemafk st&dB, hesh@s.said, shows that deregulation leads

to higher prices but no new housii®R make the same point in their articte.l n Chi cago, f
example, t h e yit hasrbéeh feund that upzoning has hadtemded consequences, such

as raising housing prices without necessarily triggering additional construction of newly

permitted dwellings (Freemark, 2019)

Freemar k'’ s st ud kerislgtle reaspnrtogrsnkhe pragram Beermasiudied
hasmuchbearing on what would happen if a law like SB50, or any other comprehensive

upzoningprogram were deployed in Californi@r elsewhere)lSR t al k about “ bl ank
upzoning” but the program Fr ee maonkg—sllbwingi ed wa
particularparcelsnear transit stop® build more, not whole neighborhoodkdeed, it was the

fact that only some par omvilesthemnearbg pafcdlsrweranote d” wi

thatgaveFreemarkhis approach foidentifyingt he up z o ni Sogighsawaythe act . )
comparison with a law like SB 50 is at best imperfect.

The imperfection compounds beca@@cagois simply not a good analog to coastal California.
Redeveloping an upzoned parcel is expensive, and (to simiifytae decision to do so will
involve weighing the costs of demolition and development against the returns of selling the
redeveloped property. Construction and demolition abstary across the country, but the

really big variance is in thearketprices how much can you sell the finished units for? In
Chicago tlese pricesire relatively low. The city has struggled for decades with population loss,
and the pressure on its housing stock is snadtording to Zillow, in 2019 the median price of

5 0ne could argue that new development will displace existingdoame tenants, and replace existing
lower-cost housing with highez 0 st  “ | u,and thgréforelcausetsame haBut remembetwo

points. Firstmost of the protection offered by zoning, in most of California, is for detached single family
homes Second, theast majority ofdetachedingle family(especially in higkpriced areas) are owner
occupiedDetached single family homes on valuable urban land are the ultimate luxury housjrantype
real “bl anket upzoni ng” Upzanihgdesimipesinylefaniilyaneas tvauld d e vel o
result in the existingxpensive units teg replaced byessexpensive units-the new multifamily would
make these neighborhood®reaffordable. The painful conflicts we see in cities right now, where new
multifamily development sometimes requitismolishing older and more affordable units, arise in part
because current zoning restricts multifamily housing to such a small portion of our land area.

16 Seehttps://www.planningreport.com/2019/03/15/blankezoningbluntinstrumentwont-solve-affordable
housingcrisis
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anowneroccupied home in Chicago$230,400, whiléghe median rent is $1,700n San Diego
these figuresire $632,000 and $2,6,/&2spectivelyln Los Angeles thy are$687,700 and
$3,500, respectively. In San Jose they are $1 million and $3,400. In&uansEo they arel$3
million and $4,500For a typical landownethereturns to redevelopment are far larger in
California than in lllinois.

A final point is that manwyf the parcels Freemark studied weradms. Redeveloping a condo
parcelis extraordnarily difficult, becauseondobuildingshavemultiple owners which

introduces assempproblems. A person who buys a parcel wittapartment buildingn it can,

for better or worse, simply require the tenants to léfve wants to redevelop\ person who

buys a condo parcel and wants to redevelop must negotiate to buy out all the separate owners.
That can be timeonsuming and expensive, and a relatively weak market like Chicago, this
added layer of negotiation could easily make redevedoy infeasible. But these conditions

would not hold with a law like SB50, which would upzone many areas with single family
homes!’

Conclusion: Clarity About Housing

Ultimately, S-R posit thazoning does little to restrict housing supply and drive ugepriand
thatnew housingvill only help the afilent people. These arguments are not new; they have
been the brehand butter of anthousing activist$or years.S-R do not @doy new evidence to
support thesargumend, and theygnore evidence thatontradicts themlrhemain contrbution
of SR’ s ar t i ddtodress thé arsoastngaggument up in fanciexcademic clothes,
by swaldlingit in passivdanguageeconomigargonand vaguerose Early in their article, for
example, they write:

oHousing markets are not like standard markets, so that aggregate increases in supply do not translate in
any straightforward way to decreases in price, because the internal plumbing of housing markets i
succession, migration, and occupation patterns i are full of frictions, sunk costs, barriers and externalities
that make the effects of aggregate supply increases highly uneven, and in many cases involve
unintended or contradictory effects. o

That, withouta doubt, sounds impressiBut whatactually dosit mean?Do housing markets
have frictions, sunk @is, barriers and externalities? SiBet so domostmarkes, and in those
markets it isstill the case that more supply leads to loprires.S-R make tleir assertion,
moreover, as though it is an igist they alone havethatsomehow the scores bbusing
scholarsvho have preceded thehavenever noticegdor willfully ignored thebarriers, frictions
and externalitiegr housing market8 u t  tplairdytuntree The entirditerature SR criticize
is motivatedby barriers, frictions and externalities. Development regulasiiar all,is abarrier
to entering the housing marke&thichexacerbates h at  nfrectioksearnd’exdernalities.

"SRalsbpascri be to Freemark all sor t smakef Fofekamde, ongpage20nd i nsi
they write"Even for renters, top income households show a decline in income going to housing costs, while the

bottom half of households that are renters show an increasing share going to housing costs, in a result consistent
withFreemark s (2019) det ai | BullFreeraaskindver gisclisses theGncamesantg of different

groups and he certainly does nptovide detailed results about thendded t h erentso radn |“y twk@ip e ar s

his entire articleWhen we asked Storper about this, he did not respond.



GiventhatSR’ s arti cl e i s enatheéoretecal exeraisp, ibut natbead lengthy e v

(albeit badlyincomplete) review of the research literatwe) a t ’psint of &lléhe heawy

handed talk about equilibrifrictions,wage curves,andsooh? ' s har d nothist o con
language serves more to obscure than enligitggon has its place, but deteseguage is often

a good friend to a bad argumgeserving as both aron and disguise for logic thatould not
withstand scrutiny ift wasstated plainlyWhenthestale ar e | ow, t hat
probably harmless way to get an academic article publig€eddornia has @eriousproblem,
however,and scholars who weigh on its housing crisiswe their audiencelarity and due
diligenceif nothing else.

S a re

Clarity and due diligence atgadly missing ir5-R ’ asticle.S-R criticize the empirics of others
but offer little empirical analysis of their own, and whatytdo offer is badly flawed. They take
a negative view on existing proposals for housing affahithajbut notably fail to provide a
positive visionof their own The closest &R come to a policy proposal is @me sentence
toward the endywhere theymake a vague illusion foublic housingBut even this seems
contradictory—without zoning reform, ware would Californigout more public housingth this
way the papejustsings a slightly different versa the typical NIMBY song Yes, housings
important. But not herayot now, and not like this. And no, vimave no ideas for doing it
differently.

SR frame theiarticle asa warning againghedramatic actiorof upzoning since it may have
unwantecconsequences. Thisasoningings lollow. | t fuesthathestatewide housing

legislationunder consideration i@alifornia is imperfectAndi t ’uesthat upzoning istrong

action andthatstrong actiongarry risk But it is abasicmistakeof policy analysigo compare

an existingeal proposabnlytosomei d e al i z e ropds@ andtd net alsoeigh the

risks ofthat proposahgainst the known hians of the status qu&urgery is risky; no one should

do it if they are perfectly healthy. But most
wrong They consider it when they are very sitke consequences iolactionalso matte

For anyone paying attentioto housing in Californiait is simply weird to read & warn against
unwanted consequencesieflunwantedonsequences are already héires entirely appropriate
to subject proposals for new houstegscrutiny and debatbutit is irresponsible to pretend that
the only costs lie in aicn. And it is incumbent upon thoseho want to argue against new
development to provide clear and sound reasoning, and valid evidenteir position SR

have failed on all counts in this regard.
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